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Commissioner for Patents 
P. O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

Applicant submits the following remarks in support of its Request for a Pre-Appeal Brief 
Conference. 
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REMARKS 

This is an appeal from the Final Office Action mailed April 29, 2008, (Paper No. 
20080415), as confirmed by, but not clarified by, the Advisory Action mailed October 24, 2008 
(Paper No. 20081019). Claims 1 and 3-17 are pending. 

Applicant submits there are clear errors in the final rejection of the pending remaining 
claims and the basis of the rejection is insufficient to provide a prima facie rejection of the claims. 

The Final Office Action rejects the claims 1 and 3-17 on a single ground. It asserts that the 
claims are obvious over "Youngblood, Jr. (U.S. Patent Pub. 2003/0149647) and Martin (U.S. 
Patent 6, 30,547 [sic])." For example, it argues that Youngblood, Jr. discloses the preamble and 
subpart (a) of claim 1. It admits, however, that Youngblood, Jr. does not disclose subparts (b), 
(c), (d) and (e) of claim 1. (See, p. 2, Section 3, paragraphs 2 and 3). It then attempts to cure the 
deficiencies in Youngblood, Jr. with the following paragraph found at the bottom of page 2 
beginning with the sentence: "However [sic] discloses exchange system to review...". This 
paragraph cites to paragraph numbers in an unnamed reference. The Martin reference identified 
in the first paragraph of Section 3 is an issued patent that contains columns and lines. Martin 
contains no paragraph numbers at all. Therefore, Applicant is unable to determine which 
teachings the rejection relies on. Finally, the last sentence of the paragraph (see top of page 3) 
refers to what appears to be a third reference - namely Hefner - which is completely unidentified 
("Therefore it would have been obvious... to modify the teachings of Youngblood JR. to include 
[various features] taught by Hefner in order to finance debt" (emphasis added.). No reference is 
presented in the name of Hefner in any List of References Cited (Form PTO-892) in the IFW for 
this application. 

Applicant submitted a Second Response in response to the Final Office Action on 
September 29, 2008 in which Applicant submitted that this incomplete rejection denies Applicant 
full opportunity to address and refute the rejection of Applicant's claims. In other words, without a 
clear identification (by column and line number) of how the Martin reference allegedly teaches the 
claimed features, it is not possible to fully response to an Office Action rejection, given that the 
true basis for the rejection is not ascertainable. Alternatively, if the Office Action intended to rely 
on a reference other than Martin in the rejection, then that reference - and the specific teachings 
in it - should be clearly indicated. 

An Advisory Action was mailed October 24, 2008 (Paper No. 20081019) sustaining the 
rejection, and merely commenting: 

"II. The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sheet. Continuation of 
1 1 . does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Continuation of 
11. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant's 
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arguments has [sic] been fully considered but they are not persuasive see prior office 
action.." 

The Advisory Action makes no attempt to address or explain the above noted defect in the 
rejection, or to support the rejection, suggesting that neither the Examiner, nor the Primary 
Examiner who signed on behalf of the Examiner, bothered to review the Final Office Action. 

Moreover, the identified combination of Youngblood, Jr. and Martin does not render the 
claims prima facie obvious. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is allowable for at least 
the reason that the proposed combination of Youngblood, Jr. in view of Martin does not 
disclose, teach, or suggest at least the feature of subpart (a) of "entering accounting data 
regarding accounts payable to the creditor and payments to the creditor into the system". The 
Final Office Action (p. 2) contends that this feature is taught by Youngblood, Jr. at paras. 
0021-0022 and claim 21. These citations do not support this contention. The entire text of 
paras. 0021-0022 is reproduced below: 

[0021] Client computer 14, such as personal computers (PCs), workstations, laptop 
computers, personal digital assistants (PDAs), wireless phones and/or the like, may be 
used by users, such as lawyers, paralegals, representatives of mortgagors and lenders, 
providers of services related to management of debt default information, and/or the like, 
to access debt default management system 34. 

[0022] Email gateway 20 may be used to process emails to and from client computers 
14. Computer 26 may be used to access debt default management system 34 of host 
server 1 8. Computer 26 may also be used to control scanner 24, printer 28 and barcode 
reader 30. Voicemail system 32 may be used to store voicemails. 

The general statement above in Youngblood, Jr. that debt default management system 
34 can be accessed through a client computer 14 does not disclose or teach the specific 
feature recited claim 1 of "entering accounting data regarding accounts payable to the creditor 
and payments to the creditor into the system". 

Moreover, cited claim 21 in Youngblood, Jr. discloses "querying a multiple lenders 
database for lender records with loan numbers matching said defaulted loans; retrieving lender 
specific information on a plurality of lenders from said matching lender records; and updating 
said plurality of records of said debt default database with respective ones of said retrieved 
lender specific information". Youngblood's "lender records with loan numbers" and "lender 
specific information" is not a disclosure or teaching of the specific feature recited in claim 1 of 
"entering accounting data regarding accounts payable to the creditor and payments to the 
creditor into the system". 
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The Final Office Action (p. 2, last paragraph) further alleges that a second reference 
discloses "the credit rating agency can review the payment history of the loans used to back a 
particular mortgage-backed security." As stated in the Second Response, Applicant can find no 
mention whatsoever of "mortgage backed security" in Martin. Nor can Applicant find any 
reference to "payment history" in Martin. In any case, these terms are not recited in claim 1 and, 
even if disclosed in Martin, they would not render claim 1 obvious. Claim 1 instead recites 
"accounts payable to the creditor." Applicant can find no mention of this term in claim 1 in 
Martin. The Advisory Action completely ignores these points. 

Applicant further respectfully submits that independent claim 13 is allowable for the 
reason that the proposed combination of Youngblood, Jr. in view of Martin does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest at least the feature of "inspecting via a data processing system at least a part 
of accounting data regarding the payable accounts, the accounting data comprising data 
relating to all accounts payable to the banking customer and having been entered by the 
banking customer into the system", recited therein. The Final Office Action (p. 4) contends that 
this feature is taught by Youngblood, Jr. at paras. 0021-0022 and claim 21 . 

The general statement in paras. 0021-0022 (quoted above) that debt default 
management system 34 can be accessed through a client computer 14 does not disclose or 
teach the specific feature recited in claim 13, subpart (a), for example, "inspecting... payable 
accounts", much less "data relating to all accounts payable to the banking customer". 

Claim 21 in Youngblood, Jr. discloses "querying a multiple lenders database for lender 
records with loan numbers matching said defaulted loans; retrieving lender specific information 
on a plurality of lenders from said matching lender records; and updating said plurality of 
records of said debt default database with respective ones of said retrieved lender specific 
information". Youngblood's "lender records with loan numbers" and "lender specific information" 
is not a disclosure or teaching of "payable accounts", much less "data relating to all accounts 
payable to the banking customer", as recited in claim 13. 

The Final Office Action (p. 2) further alleges that a second reference discloses "the 
credit rating agency can review the payment history of the loans used to back a particular 
mortgage-backed security." As stated in the Second Response, Applicant can find no mention 
whatsoever of "mortgage backed security" or to "payment history" in Martin. In any case, these 
terms are not recited in claim 13, and even if disclosed in Martin they would not render claim 13 
obvious. Claim 13 instead recites "accounts payable." Applicant can find no mention of this 
term in claim 13 in Martin. Again the Advisory Action ignores these points. 

Applicant further respectfully submits that claim 15 is allowable for the reason that the 
proposed combination of Youngblood, Jr. in view of Martin does not disclose, teach, or suggest 
at least the feature of "entering a criterion which, upon fulfillment thereof, initiates an action; - 
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repetitively checking a debt for fullfillment of the criterion; and - initiating the action upon 
fulfillment of the criterion". The Final Office Action (p. 5) contends that this feature is taught by 
Martin at paras.0151, 0230, 0266, and 0323. Since Martin does not include paragraph 
numbers, Applicant is unable to respond specifically to this improper rejection. The Final Office 
Action states at p. 5, fourth paragraph that: 

"However [sic] discloses exchange system to review the payment history and risk-return 
information in order to rate a particular security. For example, the credit rating agency 
can review the payment history of the loans used to back a particular mortgage-backed 
security, to determine whether the loans are likely to be prepaid or go into default. 
Applicant assumes for the sake of argument only that this characterization is accurate, and 
further assumes that the Final Office Action alleges that payment history corresponds to the 
claimed "criterion". Even if payment history is considered to be a criterion, using this criterion to 
determine the likelihood of prepayment or default does not disclose or teach "initiating an 
action" upon fulfilling the criterion, as recited by in claim 15. 

Accordingly, the proposed combination of Youngblood, Jr. in view of Martin does not 
teach at least the above-described features recited in independent claims 1,13 and 1 5. 
Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection has not been made, and 
the rejection should be withdrawn as to these claims. 

Since independent claims 1, 13, and 15 are allowable, Applicant respectfully submits 
that claims 3-12, 14 and 16-17 are allowable for at least the reason that each depends from an 
allowable claim. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 3-12, 14 and 16-17 be 
withdrawn. 



Based upon the foregoing discussion, Applicant respectfully requests that the final 
rejection of Claims 1 and 3-17 be overruled and withdrawn by the Board and that the application 
be allowed to issue as a patent with said claims. Any additional fee that may be due or required is 
authorized to be charged to our Deposit Account No. 20-077j8. 



CONCLUSION 




By: Todd Deveau 

Registration No. 29,526 



THOMAS, KAYDEN, HORSTEMEYER & RISLEY, L.L.P. 
600 Galleria Parkway, Suite 1500 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 / (770) 933-9500 
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with your submission of the attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly, 
pursuant to the requirements of the Act, please be advised that: (1) the general authority for the 
collection of this information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2) furnishing of the information solicited is voluntary; 
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not furnish the requested information, the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to 
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1. The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the 
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from 
this system of records may be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether 
disclosure of these records is required by the Freedom of Information Act. 

2. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of 
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3. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of 
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record. 

4. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the 
Agency having need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of 
information shall be required to comply with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as 
amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m). 

5. A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in 
this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the 
World Intellectual Property Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty. 

6. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal 
agency for purposes of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to 
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 218(c)). 

7. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator, 
General Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as 
part of that agency's responsibility to recommend improvements in records management 
practices and programs, under authority of 44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall 
be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing inspection of records for this 
purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such disclosure shall not 
be used to make determinations about individuals. 

8. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after 
either publication of the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent 
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 
CFR 1 .14, as a routine use, to the public if the record was filed in an application which 
became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which application is 
referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an 
issued patent. 

9. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, 
or local law enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential 
violation of law or regulation. 



